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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 48 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 - 10, 13, 15, 17-26,29,31, 33 -42,45 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Putzolu et al. (US 6,681,243, hereinafter Putzolu) in view of 
Flores et al. (US 5,630,069, hereinafter Flores). 

4. Regarding claim 1, Putzolu discloses a method for enabling access to a plurality of 
service engines, wherein each service engine enables access to service resources (abstract, col. 7, 
line 60 - col. 8, line 12), comprising: 

each service class implementation provides an implementation of methods and objects 
from a same abstract service class (abstract, col. 7, line 41 - col. 8, line 10); 

instantiating a service object for one service engine in response to at least one called 
method from one of the service class implementations, wherein the service object includes 
information on the service engine (col. 7, lines 41 - lines 59, col. 14, lines 42 - 67, fig. 7); 



Application/Control Number: 09/9 18,185 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2195 

using the service object to access the requested information to return to the method call 
(col. 14, lines 42 - 67). 

Putzolu however did not clearly disclose the step of providing a plurality of service class 
implementations for service engines from different vendors, and receiving method calls 
requesting information on service engine resources for one named service. Nevertheless, Flores 
discloses these features in fig. 4; col. 5, lines 55 - 59; col. 6, lines 62 - 64; col. 14, lines 42 - 
67; col. 15, lines 1- 67; and col. 16,lines 16-19. It would have been obvious for one of an 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to incorporate the teaching of 
Flores with Putzolu because it would improve the integrity of Putzolu's system by providing to 
consultants, business process analysts, and application developers with a unified tool with 
which to conduct business process analysis, design, and documentation (Flores: col. 1, lines 7 - 
10). 



5. Regarding claim 2, Flores discloses the method calls are received from at least one 
application program including methods from at least one of the service class implementations to 
access information on at least one service from the service objects (col. 5, lines 55 - 59; col. 6, 
lines 62 - 64; col. 14, lines 42 - 67; col. 15, lines 1- 67). 



6. Regarding claim 3, Flores discloses the services include workflow products from 
different vendors (col. 5, lines 54 - 59, col. 6, lines 121 -24, 62 - 67, col. 16, line 1 - col. 17, 
line 67; col. 18, lines 1 - 67). 
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7. Regarding claim 4, Flores discloses the workflow service class implementations from 
different vendors each includes methods and objects from a same abstract workflow service class 
specifying methods and objects to include in all workflow service class implementations (col. 15, 
lines 58 - 63, col. 19 lines 51-67; col. 20, lines 1 - 67). 

8. Regarding claim 5, Flores discloses the abstract workflow service class specifies a 
method to determine a data store used by resources in the service, wherein the workflow service 
class implementations for the workflow services implement a method to determine from the 
service object for the service the data store used by the service (col. 26, lines 19 - 67). 

9. Regarding claim 6, Putzolu discloses the abstract workflow service class specifies 
methods to access information on workflows, workflow templates, and worklists (col. 7, lines 41 
-60). 

10. Regarding claim 7, Putzolu discloses wherein the abstract workflow class specifies a 
method for a user to connect to the workflow service by passing user information that is used to 
authenticate the user to access the workflow service, and wherein the workflow service class 
implementations include methods to enable a connection between a user and one workflow 
service (col. 7, lines 41-60, col. 15, lines 50 - 67, col. 16, lines 17-37). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 8, Putzolu discloses the step of receiving a method call for the user to 
connect specifying a user name, authentication information, and one service; instantiating a 
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connection object if authentication passed including information on the specified user name, 
authentication information, and the service engine that can be accessed with the authentication; 
and returning a handle to the connection object for use in obtaining authentication information to 
access the service engine specified in the connection object (col. 16, lines 17 - 44, fig. 8). 

12. Regarding claim 9, Putzolu discloses the connection object is stored in one service object 
(col. 17, lines 6 -21). 

13. Regarding claim 10, Putzolu discloses the steps of receiving one handle to one 
connection object; and returning the authentication information from the connection object for 
use in accessing the service resources (col. 16, lines 17-44 and fig. 8). 

14. Regarding claim 13, Flores discloses the information on the service engine is maintained 
in the service object and wherein using the service object to access the requested information 
further comprises: if the method call requests information in the service object, returning the 
requested information from the service object (fig. 4). 

15. Regarding claim 15, Putzolu discloses the steps of: accessing authentication from the 
service object; providing the accessed authentication information to the service engine; using, 
with the service engine, the accessed authentication information to authenticate access, wherein 
the service engine executes the method to access the requested information if access is 
authenticated (col. 16, lines 17-44 and col. 17, lines 6-21 and fig. 8). 
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16. Claims 17 - 26, 29, 31, 33 - 42, 45 and 47 are rejected on the same ground as stated in 
claims 1-10, 13 and 15 above. 

17. Claims 1 1, 12, 14, 16, 27, 28, 30, 32, 43, 44, 46 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Putzolu et al. (US 6,681,243) in view of Flores et al. (US 
5,630,069) as applied to claims 1,17 and 33 above, and further in view of Wollrath et al. (US 
6,487,607, hereinafter Wollrath). 

18. Regarding claim 11, Putzolu and Flores did not clearly disclose the additional limitation 
as claimed. Nevertheless, Wollrath discloses wherein the service class implementations for the 
services include both a client side service class and server side service class, wherein the client 
side service class includes methods and objects used to access information on resources available 
at one service engine, and wherein the server side service class includes methods and objects to 
access information on resources available at one service engine, wherein the client side service 
class methods are invoked on a client system and the service side service class methods are 
invoked on a server including the service engine (fig. 6, col. 9, lines 50 - 67, fig. 2, col. 4, lines 
27 - 65). It would have been obvious for one of an ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to incorporate Wollrath 5 s teaching with the combination of Putzolu and 
Flores to provide an advantage of not being type-specific so that it may invoke methods of 
varying types of remote objects (Wollrath: col. 9, lines 60 - 63). 
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19. Regarding claim 12, Wollrath discloses a call to one method in the client side service 
class implementation on the client transfers the called method to the server, wherein the called 
method is executed on the server (col. 4, lines 27 - 44). 

20. Regarding claim 14, Wollrath discloses if the method call requests information not 
included in the service object, executing the method to access the requested information from the 
service engine (fig. 6, col. 9, lines 50 - 67). 

21 . Regarding claim 16, Wollrath discloses the step of accessing the requested information 
from the service engine further comprises: translating the method to native code capable of being 
executed by the service engine (abstract, col. 4, lines 39 - 44, col. 9, lines 50 - 67). 

22. Claims 27, 28, 30, 32, 43, 44, 46 and 48 are rejected on the same ground as stated in 
claims 11, 12, 14 and 16 above. 

Response to Arguments 

23. Applicant's arguments filed 4/5/06 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive 
for the reasons set forth below. 

24. Regarding applicant's argument that Flores does not teach or suggest "providing service 
class implementations of a same abstract service class from different vendors as claimed", the 
examiner disagrees. Flores suggests providing service class implementations of a same abstract 
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service class from different vendors in col. 14, lines 51-67 and col. 16, lines 16 - 19, in which 
"the Model classes describe the business process and its components in terms of a hierarchy of 
classes. . . A class designated as the ActWfModel class owns and manages all the model classes 
(Object Model) such as business processes, workflow etc..." Furthermore, as disclosed in col. 5, 
lines 55 - 59, business process is "a network of workflows linked together that represent the 
recurrent process by which an organization performs and completes work, delivers products and 
services and satisfies customers". 

25. Regarding applicant's argument that Putzolu does not teach or suggest "providing service 
class implementations of a same abstract service class from different vendors as claimed", the 
examiner disagrees. First, as stated above, Flores discloses and/or suggests such teaching. 
Second, Putzolu was cited for disclosing and/or suggest each service class implementation 
provides an implementation of methods and objects from a same abstract service class (col. 7, 
line 41 - col. 8, line 10). Col. 7, lines 61 - 66 in which "each resource on network 4 accessible 
by agents is accessible via a type of service. . .different disk services on different devices 
interface with the various types of disk drives and present a unified interface to agents. . . Each 
type of service provides a standardized interface to agents and the ability to access a certain 
resource... While the actual service class used by an agent to access a service type on each device 
may be different, an agent using a certain service type across different devices is still considered 
to be accessing the same service. . ." 
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26. Regarding applicant's argument that Flores does not teach or suggest the "service engines 
including workflow products from different vendors", the examiner disagrees. Flores suggests 
the service engine including workflow products from different vendors in col. 14, lines 51-67 
and col. 16, lines 16 - 19, in which "the Model classes describe the business process and its 
components in terms of a hierarchy of classes. . . A class designated as the ActWfModel class 
owns and manages all the model classes (Object Model) such as business processes, workflow 
etc. . ." Furthermore, as disclosed in col. 5, lines 55 - 59, business process is "a network of 
workflows linked together that represent the recurrent process by which an organization 
performs and completes work, delivers products and services and satisfies customers". 

27. Regarding applicant's argument that Flores does not teach and/or suggest the "workflow 
service class implementations from different vendors including methods and objects from the 
same abstract workflow service class specifying methods and objects to include in all workflow 
service class implementations", the examiner disagrees. As stated above that Flores discloses 
workflow service class implementations from different vendors. Flores discloses that the "model 
also utilized a set of workflow rules.. ." Therefore, it is inherent that each service class includes 
methods and objects from a parent class (abstract class) specifying methods and objects to 
include in all workflow service class in order for a network of workflows to function properly as 
they linked together. 
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Conclusion 

28. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lilian Vo whose telephone number is 571-272-3774. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Thursday 8am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist at 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
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applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Lilian Vo 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2195 
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